Atrocity crimes rage today in Iraq, Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen. Given their potential to establish facts and promote accountability, recently opened United Nations investigations of international law violations in each of these states are thus a welcome, even if belated, development. However, these initiatives prompt questions about their designs, both in isolation and relative to each other. This article describes the investigations into alleged violations in these five states, examines their respective sponsors and scopes, and presents a wide range of questions about the investigations and their implications, including their coordination with each other and their use of evidence in domestic, foreign, hybrid and international courts (such as the International Criminal Court). The article concludes that, while seeking accountability for international law violations is certainly laudatory, these particular investigations raise significant questions about achieving that goal amidst rampant human rights abuses in these five states and beyond. International lawyers, atrocity crime survivors and other observers thus await answers before assessing whether these investigations will truly promote justice.
Introduction
Atrocity crimes rage today in Iraq, Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen. Given their potential to establish facts and promote accountability, 1 recently opened beyond reach, that no victim is voiceless, and that no perpetrator is above the law'. 6 International human rights attorney Amal Clooney, who represents Yazidi (also known as Yezidi) victims of ISIS atrocity crimes, stated that the resolution is 'a huge milestone for all those who've been fighting for justice for victims of crimes committed by ISIS'. 7 Iraqi Foreign Minister Ibrahim alJaafari declared the development 'a victory for justice, a victory for humanity, and a victory for the victims'. 8 The desirability of such an investigative team is well understood. ISIS has perpetrated widespread and systematic murder, kidnapping, sexual violence (including forced marriage and sexual slavery) and destruction of cultural heritage. 9 The US State Department characterized ISIS's acts as 'genocide' and 'crimes against humanity', 10 and the US House of Representatives voted unanimously to do the same. 11 The European and Scottish Parliaments, the UK and Canadian Houses of Commons, the French Senate and National Assembly, the Iraqi and Kurdish Regional governments, and the UN's Independent International Commission of Inquiry on the Syrian Arab Republic (Syria COI) all similarly concluded that ISIS has committed genocide. 16 Some experts, such as Harvard Law School Professor Alex Whiting 17 and Human Rights Watch (HRW) Senior International Justice Counsel Balkees Jarrah, 18 have noted that such a UNGA mechanism for investigating atrocity crimes is unprecedented. Burundi, which was serving on the UNHRC at the time, voted against the resolution. 29 The following month, Burundi announced its decision to withdraw from the Rome Statute. from Burundi, a member of the UNHRC, including that Burundi refused to grant Commission members access to its territory.
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Nine days later, on 28 September, the UNHRC decided to dispatch a threeperson team of experts to investigate human rights violations in Burundi. 32 The following day, the UNHRC extended the Burundi COI's mandate for another year. Burundi, still a member of the UNHRC, voted against this resolution as well. 33 Burundi opposes the Commission's existence and operation, rejects its report of 19 September 2017, and resists cooperating with the UNHRC. 34 As planned, on 27 October, Burundi's withdrawal from the Rome Statute took effect, making Burundi the first state to formally pull out of the ICC. 35 As was revealed later, two days before Burundi's withdrawal, the ICC authorized an investigation in the state during the relevant period while it was still a member of 
Sponsors
The specific UN component sponsoring each of the five investigations introduced in Part 2 varied in ways that are relevant to their operations and outcomes. The UNSC established the investigative team for Iraq; the UNGA formed the IIIM for Syria; and the UNHRC created the Syria and Burundi COIs, dispatched the FFM for Myanmar, and authorized the expert groups for Burundi and Yemen.
That the investigation of international law violations has proceeded in the UNSC only for Iraq is unsurprising. A UNSC-backed option was not possible in the other four states because they did not provide their consent. The governments or other forces in control of Syria 41 ) is likely further driven by the fact that Vladimir Putin's administration is Syria's greatest ally and accused coconspirator. 42 Neither Russia, China, nor any other state can veto initiatives of the UNGA or the UNHRC, enabling those institutions to be viable sponsors of investigations in Syria, Myanmar, Burundi, and Yemen.
Iraq, on the other hand, fully consented to a UN investigation, albeit on its own terms. In mid-August 2017, Iraqi Foreign Minister al-Jaafari sent a letter to the UNSC president requesting 'the international community to provide assistance, so that we can make use of international expertise in our effort to prosecute the terrorist entity ISIL' and noting that his government would work with the UK to present a relevant draft UNSC resolution. 43 At the same time, al-Jaafari stressed that 'Iraq must maintain its national sovereignty and retain jurisdiction, and its laws must be respected, both when negotiating and implementing the resolution'. 44 UNSC resolution 2379 faithfully fulfils alJaafari's requirement of protecting Iraq's sovereignty. The preamble reaffirms the UNSC's 'respect for the sovereignty, territorial integrity and unity of Iraq', 45 and an operative paragraph ' [u] nderscores that the Investigative Team shall operate with full respect for the sovereignty of Iraq and its jurisdiction over crimes committed in its territory'. 46 To reinforce this principle when explaining their support for the resolution, the ambassadors to the UN of China, Bolivia and Ethiopia all stressed the importance of maintaining Iraq's sovereignty. 47 Given the UNSC's primary responsibility for 'the maintenance of international peace and security', 48 and thus the UNSC's additional enforcement powers relative to other UN bodies, the investigative team for Iraq is inherently stronger than its counterparts created by the UNGA and the UNHRC. Perhaps if the UNSC, with its enforcement capability, had sponsored the investigative bodies for Burundi and Myanmar instead of the UNHRC, then those two states would not have blocked UN investigators from entering.
A development in August 2017 further underscores the role the UNSC plays in accountability for atrocity crimes, even when it is not the sponsor of an investigative body. On 6 August, Carla del Ponte, former chief prosecutor of the UN International Criminal Tribunals for Rwanda and for the former Yugoslavia as well as one of the three members of the Syria COI, resigned from the latter in frustration over the body's lack of progress. She stated: 'I give up. The states in the Security Council don't want justice :::. I can't any longer be part of this commission which simply doesn't do anything.' 49 She added: 'It was all about the inaction of the Security Council because if you look at all the reports we have published, we have obtained nothing in terms of injustice.' 50 Even though it was the UNHRC that created the Syria COI, del Ponte's condemnation of the UNSC is telling. Her words suggest that the UNSC is ultimately responsible for accountability in Syria because it is considered the dominant actor in this space. Investigative bodies established outside the UNSC are relatively weak.
Just as one can compare the relative strength of UN investigative bodies based on whether they are sponsored by the UNSC, so too can one assess the relative strength of UN investigative bodies outside the UNSC. Multiple types of investigative bodies exist even just within the UNHRC, including COIs, FFMs, and expert groups. COIs are the UNHRC's strongest investigative tool. 51 That the governments of Saudi Arabia and Burundi sought to avoid the creation of COIs for Yemen and Burundi, respectively, and instead supported expert groups as a weaker, compromise option, 52 underscores the relative strength of these two mechanisms within the UNHRC. And that Saudi Arabiaça regional power in the Middle East that reportedly threatened to retaliate against states that supported a COI for Yemen 53 çachieved its preferred outcome, while Burundi did not, suggests that a relatively strong, aggressive state may be able to insist on a particular type of investigative body when it cannot prevent an investigation altogether.
Scopes
The investigative bodies for Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen do not focus on any specific suspected group of atrocity crime perpetrators. In contrast, by the terms of UNSC resolution 2379, the investigative team for Iraq must concentrate exclusively on ISIS. Yet other groups within Iraq are also suspected of committing serious human rights violations. US Senator Patrick Leahy 54 and HRW 55 have accused Iraqi and/or Kurdistan Regional Government forces of committing abuses, but such groups do not fall under the UN investigative team's mandate.
Some observers already are criticizing the scope of the investigative team for Iraq. The same day the UNSC adopted the resolution, the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect lamented 'the limited focus' of the resolution. 56 The NGO added: 'No voices should be marginalized or silenced in the pursuit of justice in Iraq, including those of Sunni families who have faced sectarian reprisals in territory reclaimed from ISIL. ' 57 (Iraq's Sunni community fears such violence from Shiite militias. 58 ) The President of the Global Justice Center likewise declared: 'Only prosecuting Daesh fighters reeks of victor's justice.' 59 Similarly, HRW denounced the resolution as 'flawed,' 'shortsighted' and 'selective,' claiming that the UNSC failed to include 'abuses by Iraqi and international forces' within the investigative team's mandate. 60 HRW thus recommended broadening 'the investigations to includes abuses by all sides in the conflict.'
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It is no coincidence that the investigative team for Iraq is constrained in its mandate and that this team is the only UN investigative body discussed in this article to which the relevant domestic government or controlling power consented. The Iraqi government presumably would not have agreed if UNSC resolution 2379 had included an investigation of offenses allegedly perpetrated by the Iraqi government itself. The investigative body for Iraq is thus the only one authorized by the UNSC precisely because it is the only one with a mandate that specifies its (non-state actor) target a priori. Even though, among all of the combatants, ISIS has been accused of committing the most heinous offenses in Iraq, that the corresponding UN investigation is not agnostic as to suspects will cause it to overlook other serious human rights abuses. Consequently, non-ISIS human rights violators in Iraq may be left undeterred and unpunished. Victims of such offenses will predictably and understandably feel injustice, fomenting grievances that could lead to cycles of enmity and violence. 
Questions about the Investigations
This part poses questions about the investigations, including their operation, number, types, precedential value and product.
A. Operation of Investigations
Each investigative body faces similar logistical questions. What will be each probe's overall cost? Which states will provide financial and technical support? Will their staff be as frustrated as del Ponte was about the Syria COI? Which courts (domestic, foreign, international and/or hybrid) will use the evidence collected, preserved and stored by the investigative teams? Will prosecutions meet internationally recognized due process standards? More generally, which transitional justice measures 63 ç besides the investigation and prosecution of suspected international law violations ç will be implemented in, or at least for, each state? Some of the investigative bodies face specific operational questions. Regarding Iraq, will the investigative team's mandate eventually expand to include international law violations perpetrated in the state by groups other than ISIS?
B. Number of Investigations
Not only do the UN investigations described in Part 2 occur concurrently across five states (Iraq, Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen), but some of these investigations also operate at the same time within states (e.g. the COI and IIIM for Syria; the COI and expert group for Burundi) or simultaneously focus on the same group of atrocity perpetrators (e.g. ISIS).What, if any, significance is there in the UN's contemporaneous attention to so many states consumed by international law violations? At the very least, the trend indicates the need for international action in the face of widespread human rights abuses. But do the international community's responses reflect sincere attempts to address abuses, or are these investigations merely relatively uncontroversial window-dressing? Does the UN's establishment of multiple investigative bodies for the same state or group of atrocity perpetrators suggest an even more genuine interest in addressing those situations, concern about the shortcomings of the earlier mechanisms in each case, or a reflection of the particular complexity of a situation (e.g. Syria is the locus of both a civil war and ISIS-perpetrated atrocity crimes)? Where multiple UN investigative bodies are focusing on the same state or group of atrocity perpetrators, will they cooperate? What will happen if these multiple investigative bodies for the same situation collect conflicting evidence? And will the mere creation of these investigative bodies deter future international law violations within their corresponding states and beyond?
C. Types of Investigations
The investigations initiated for the five states discussed in this article represent four types of inquiries. One category is government-initiated probes, as in Myanmar's Investigation Commission for Maungdaw in Rakhine State. A second category is inquiries initiated by the UNGA, as for Syria. A third category is investigations initiated by the UNHRC. This category features multiple sub-categories: FFMs (as in Myanmar), expert groups (as in Burundi and Yemen) and COIs (as in Burundi and Syria). A final category is examinations initiated by the UNSC, as for Iraq. Given the UNSC's enforcement power, do the three categories of inquires not sponsored by that body still hold value for the genuine pursuit of justice or are they feeble fallbacks in the absence of international consensus through the UNSC? Is the proliferation of investigative bodies a sign of strength and creativity or weakness and superficiality in the pursuit of accountability? Alternatively, is backing by the UNSC overvalued, given that body's failure to add teeth to other accountability measures it has supported, such as the referral of Darfur to the ICC? 64 
D. Precedential Value of Investigations
These investigations raise questions about the precedents set by their specific mandates. UNSC resolution 2379's preamble emphasizes that ISIS 'constitutes a global threat to international peace and security' and is a 'terrorist group'. 65 Will the international community also pursue atrocity prevention and accountability through the UNSC even where suspected perpetrators do not constitute a global threat or qualify as terrorist organizations? If, for example, Myanmar is indeed engulfed in genocide, as so many believe, why should the UNSC not be as concerned and engaged there as it is in Iraq, where so many have also identified genocide? Given how Myanmar is hampering the UNHRCsponsored investigation, greater involvement by the UNSC in that situation could be helpful.
These investigations also raise questions about the precedents set by their general success. If some of these bodies fail to fulfil their mandates, will the UN seek to strengthen them or will the UN abandon them as anaemic accountability mechanisms in the face of power politics?
E. Product of Investigations
How will each UN investigation collect, preserve, and store evidence? As Andras Vamos-Goldman, Executive Director of Justice Rapid Response, has rightly asked, how will documenters ensure that such evidence is gathered in a way that will be admissible in whichever court(s) ultimately use the evidence? This question is fraught because documenters do not know the rules of procedure and evidence that will govern the information they collect and because there is no commonly accepted set of such rules. 66 Will the proliferation of these investigative bodies lead to the creation of such common standards?
UNSC resolution 2379 states that the investigative team for Iraq should collect, preserve, and store evidence 'to the highest possible standards' 67 and that the evidence should be used 'in fair and independent criminal proceedings, consistent with applicable international law'. 68 While the resolution emphasizes the importance of internationally recognized due process standards, the specific prosecutorial fora are critical unknowns. The resolution states, in paragraph five (which emphasizes Iraq's 'jurisdiction over crimes committed in its territory'), that the evidence should be used in criminal proceedings 'conducted by competent national-level courts, with the relevant Iraqi authorities as the primary intended recipient'. 69 Will those anticipated prosecutions within Iraq meet internationally recognized due process standards? The resolution also allows for evidence to be used as 'determined in agreement with the Government of Iraq on a case by case basis'. 70 Some have interpreted that language to include the possibility of use by international courts. 71 A hybrid tribunal (as has been employed for Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cambodia, Kosovo, Lebanon, Sierra Leone and Timor Leste 72 ) ç combining lawyers, judges, and other professionals from both Iraq and the international community ç might be another option. Indeed, there is precedent for such a mixed court in Iraq. The Iraqi High Tribunal, which some consider a hybrid body, 73 Where, unlike in Iraq, the government is uncooperative with the relevant UN investigation, the forum and likelihood of justice are even less clear. In the other four states, evidence collected, preserved, and stored by the relevant UN investigative bodies may ultimately be used by one or a combination of domestic, foreign, international or hybrid courts. Each context will dictate the ultimate transitional justice mechanism. For example, given that Burundi has withdrawn from the Rome Statute, will the ICC use evidence collected by the Burundi COI and expert group? As another example, given that Syria has not ratified the Rome Statute, and Russia and China have blocked a referral of the situation from the UNSC to the ICC, the ICC does not appear to be a viable option for promoting justice in that state. At least for now, the only individuals likely to face prosecution for perpetrating atrocity crimes in Syria are lowerlevel offenders who have fled abroad. 75 Some European states, such as Sweden and Germany, already are arresting, prosecuting and convicting such perpetrators. 76 
Implications
This part considers implications of the investigations, including for the ICC, genocide accountability, state cooperation and the Trump Administration's commitment to human rights.
A. Future of the International Criminal Court
The proliferation of investigative bodies suggests that, while the international community seeks accountability for atrocities, it does not necessarily view the ICC as the default or desired avenue. Components of the UN apparently believed that the violations of international law in Iraq, Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen were serious enough to warrant sponsoring investigations outside the ICC. Yet, in no case, at least at the time of this writing, has the UNSC referred the situation to the ICC. (That said, UN investigative bodies for both Syria and Burundi have recommended that the ICC take up each situation.) Will the outcome of investigations regarding any of these five states result in a UNSC referral to the ICC? If not, which alternative accountability mechanisms will the UNSC support, if any, and are the parameters of each UN investigation intentionally designed to sidestep the ICC? 77 If the ICC does not prosecute suspected atrocity perpetrators in these five states, which are sites of the worst humanitarian crises in the world today, will the Court's already damaged credibility erode even more and will its role in international affairs be further questioned?
B. Accountability for Genocide
The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (the Genocide Convention) obligates states parties, including the United States, 78 'to prevent and to punish' genocide. 79 The immediate past and current US Secretaries of State as well as many other officials and experts have characterized crimes against Yezidis, Christians and Shia Muslims as 'genocide'. Similarly, the US Senate Foreign Relations Committee's Ranking Member and other experts have characterized crimes against the Rohingya as 'genocide'. Will states parties to the Genocide Convention that agree with these determinations seek to fulfil their obligations under the treaty 'to prevent and to punish' such genocides? 80 And will such states use or collaborate with the UN investigations in Iraq, Syria and Myanmar to do so?
C. Cooperation of States
Will Myanmar and Burundi brazenly continue to refuse cooperation with the UNHRC investigations in those states? If so, will the UNSC, with its relatively stronger mandate, authorize and enforce an investigation, as it has done in Iraq? How will the UN's credibility be impacted if Myanmar and Burundi thwart such investigations?
In the particular case of Burundi, the unprecedented act of a state withdrawing from the Rome Statute after the ICC opened an investigation complicates an already challenging situation.
Conclusion
While seeking accountability for international law violations is certainly laudatory, the recent, ongoing UN investigations in Iraq, Syria, Myanmar, Burundi and Yemen raise significant questions about achieving that goal amidst rampant human rights abuses there and beyond. International lawyers, atrocity crime survivors and other observers thus await answers before assessing whether these investigations will truly promote justice.
